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COMMISSION FOR THE 
PRESERVATION OF WILD HORSES 

Stewart Facility 
Capitol Complex 

Carson City, Nevada 89710 
(702) 687-5589 

February 5, 1992 

Rod Harris, District Manager 
BLM Elko District Office 
P.O. Box 831 
Elko, Nevada 89801 

Dear M-.c. Harris, 

Dan Keiserman . 
Las Vegas . Nevada 

Michael Kirk, D.V.M., 
Reno. Nevada 

Paula S. Askew 
Carson City, Nevada 

Steven Fulstone 
Smith Valley, Nevada 

Dawn Lappin 
Reno . Nevada 

We wish to be considered an interested and affected party 
for the amendment to the Wells Resource Management Plan which 
will focus on better management of wild horses in the area, as 
our concern by law is for the protection of wild horses and their 
habitat in Nevada. 

Our main concern for the wild horses during the amendment to 
the plan is censusing, migration, and distribution as well as who 
ate what .... when and where. 

Some of the information we would need to evaluate the plan 
in question would be: 

1) Actual Livestock Use 
(a} Actual Use Reports 

2) Season of Use by Wild Horses 
3) Season of Use by Livestock 
4) Seasonal Census ••• showing where the majority of wild 

horses graze during seasonal yearly movements. 
5) Use Pattern Mapping 
6) Location of water used by livestock and wild horses. 
7) Map of the Herd Areas in relationship to the allotment 

that shows.distribution of horses, cows, and water. 
In the issues and concerns you stated that wild horses are 

increasingly difficult to manage where there is considerable 
intermingling of public and private properties. 

1) Do you have monitoring data that substantiates that wild 
horses are causing vegetation/soil damage? 

2) How do you know whether or not the movement is not the 
result from the drought? 

3) Do you know whether or not this is "historical 
migration" in times of severe climatic influences? 

4) Are practices within herd areas affecting their seasonal 
use? 

5) Are the issues related solely to increasing numbers? 
Before we could make a recommendation on the issues or 

alternatives, we would have to know what area horses are using 
what are their critical use areas; and what affect would change 
in livestock make on wild horses in their territory. 

We would also need to know numbers of wild horses, and the 
forage capacity for their herd area. 
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Rod Harris, District Manager 
February 5, 1992 
Page 2 

Any specific conclusions or technical recommendations you 
present in any of the allotments in question should be thoroughly 
defined, well documented statements that support your decisions 
to maintain the public lands in a thriving natural ecological 
balance and prevent a deterioration of the range. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to participate in the 
scoping process and proposed amendment to the plan. Please keep 
us informed. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to call. 

Sincerely, 

(\ __ ~(u 1l \'IY2-t6 9QCc_~y.,._ V) 
CATHERINE BARCOMB 
Executive Director 



850 Harvard Way, P.O. Box 12000, Reno, Nevada 89520-0006 

Release Number: 92-29 
For Release: 1/29/92 Contact:Maxine Shane (702) 785-6586 

BLM SEEKS COMMENTS ON MANAGING HORSES IN WELLS RESOURCE AREA 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in Elko is preparing an 

amendment to the Wells Resource Management Plan which will focus 

on better management of wild horses in the area. 

The amendment will concentrate on four aspects of the 

program: delineating wild horse herd management areas; 

identifying wild horse habitat objectives; establishing wild 

horse management direction in terms of initial herd size, 

criteria for adjusting initial herd size and constraints on other 

resources; and combining herd areas. The areas being considered 

for combination are parts of the Cherry Creek Herd Area, the 

Maverick-Medicine Herd Area and the Antelope Valley Herd Area. 

Bill Templeton, Nevada State Director of the BLM, says the 

Wells Resource Area is presently managed under the Wells Resource 

Management Plan approved in 1985. That resource management plan 

identifies wild horse Herd Areas and calls for monitoring 

populations and habitat conditions, conducting gathers and 

maintaining populations within a range of 550 to 700 animals, 

constructing six water developments and removing wild horses from 

private lands if required. However, the plan did not establish 

wild horse Herd Management Areas. 

- MORE -
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BLM SEEKS COMMENTS ON MANAGING HORSES IN WELLS RA - 22222 

The proposed issues to be addressed in the amendment would 

be to determine where and at what levels wild horses would be 

managed in the Wells Resource Area. A major issue influencing 

the amendment are the difficulties of managing wild horses on 

lands where there is a considerable amount of intermingling of 

public and private properties. 

Comments by the public are invited in identification of 

planning issues, review of preliminary planning criteria and the 

formulation of alternatives. After the scoping period, a 

resource managment plan amendment and associated environmental 

assessment will be prepared. 

Comments must be postmarked no later than Friday, March 6. 

They should be sent to Rod Harris, Elko District Manager, BLM, 

P.O. Box 831, Elko, NV 89801. Specific questions may be directed 

to Bruce Portwood, wild horse specialist, at (702) 753-0200. 
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WILD HORSE ORGANIZED ASSISTANCE 

P.O. BOX 555 
RENO, NEVADA 89504 

(702) 851-4817 

February 19, 1992 

Mr. Rodney Harris, District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management, Elko District 
Post Office 831 
Elko, Nevada 89801 

Dear Mr. Harris: 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
DAVID R. BELDING 
JACK C. McELWEE 
GORDON W. HARRIS 

In Memoriam 
LOUISE C. HARRISON 
VELMA B. JOHNSTON, "Wild Horse Anni~"' 
GERTRUDE BRONN 

Thank you ver y much f or the opportunity to provide comme n ts 
on the Bur e au's Notice of Intent to prepare an ame ndm e nt t o t he 
Wells Resorce Management Plan. (Fed er al Re gister Vol . 57 p . 3062, 
1/27/92.) 

The notice of scoping leads the reader to believe that 
all herd area boundaries in the Wells Resource ar e a are open 
to debate, which is not the case. The purpose of the Notic e 
must be r e stricted to the re-delineation of the boundaries, 
to exclude only those portions that apply to the checkerboard 
lands. By law, the checkerboard lands must remain as wild horse 
herd areas, but the management of wild horses will be restr icte d 
to those portions that exclude the checkerboard. There i s no 
question as to the validity of the boundaries for the Mave r ic k­
Medicine, Cherry Creek, Antelqpe Valley, and the public land 
portions of th e Goshute, and Spruce-Pequop. 

We strongly recommend the wording in all subsequent 
documents clearly state the purpose of the Notice of Intent 
is to ex c lude the portions of checkerboard lands from the 
wild hors e herd management areas, and to formalize t he now 
exsiting herd use area boundaries into herd management 
area boundaries. 

There is no ev i dence at this point that populations wi t h i n 
the herd management areas ar e in excess of a thriving ecologi c al 
balance so the only question then is what will be done with t h e 
wild horses removed from the excised portion of the c heckerbo a rd. 
It is also imparative that you provide some data that proposes 
how those animal s wi ll be mai ntained w·thin their herd managem ent 
boundar y . 



Page two 
Spruce/Pequop, Notice of Intent 
February 19, 1992 

We cannot emphasize strongly enough that this Notice 
should restrict itself soley to the issue of checkerboard, and 
the disposition of the animals within the checkerboard. The 
Notice should ''state'', rather than put to question the issue 
of changing terminology of herd areas into herd management 
areas. All documents must clarify this procedure is to 
eliminate all wild horses in the Toano herd area, and remove 
all wild horses from north of the railroad, in the checkerboard 
portion of the Spruce-Pequop. 

We see no purpose in altering anything in the LUP other 
than the correction of legal definitions of the management areas 
and the removal of wild horses from checkerboard. A thriving 
ecological balance is dynamic based on the condition of the range 
and unless allotment evaluation data indicates, at this time, 
what those levels should be, setting initial numbers i s 
premature. If, however, the Bureau insists on addressing initial 
herd size, and the method of adjustment, then the followin g 
comments need to be considered. 

Since there is no indication that the wild horse population 
within the herd management areas are in excess, any proposal 
to adjust that population must abide by the same rules estab­
lished by the IBLA. Information necessary to provide informed 
in-put requires additional information such as: 

1). Estimate of acreage within the herd management boundary 
2). Estimate of available forage within management boundary 
3). Map, showing waters and existing and proposed fencing 
4). Current wild horse population within management bound a r y 
5). LUP grazing use within HMA 
6). Current active preference within HMA, and grazing system 
7). Map, showing patterns of use for livestock and wild 

horses; and wildlife key areas 
a) allotment evaluation 
b) monitoring data 

What criteria does the Bureau intend to use to determine 
proportions of use within the herd management area? We would 
want to know if the Bureau knows the key summer and winter 
habitats of each of these and if sufficient habitat has been 
delineated to serve those requirements. We would want to 
know whether sufficient waters are available in the remainder 
of their herd area, and if not how the Bureau proposes to 
address that issue. Since the permittee will have 100% use 
of the checkerboard area, which will increase his AUMs, will 
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Page three 
Spruce Pequop/Notice of Intent 
February 19, 1992 

the Bureau substitute those AUMs for horses in their herd 
area? 

We cannot make an informed decision regarding the issue 
to combine herd management areas without some idea of whether 
the Bureau has the data that shows the movement delineated on 
the maps; nor are we aware of criteria that would affect such 
a decision, such as: 

1). Are there any pasture or allotment fences presently, 
and if not are any proposed to facilitate livestock 
management? If so, when? 

2). Is there any movement between Maverick-Medicine, 
Cherry Creek, Antelope Valley and Spruce-Pequop, 
and Goshute? 

3) Is there any movement between Spruce-Pequop and 
Goshute? 

The Bureau may well have had good intentions regarding 
this Notice of Intent, however, we are sufficiently alarmed 
by the language in this Notice that provides the opportunity 
for all comers to once again debate the issue of herd areas 
in an area where historically the agency has done everything 
possible in the past to remove, and eliminate wild horses 
from the District. Only a cautious approach and clarification 
in future documents will demonstrate the purposes of the wordy 
language in a document that should have been fairly simplistic. 

Most sincerely, 

Dawn Y. Lappin(Mrs. 
Dir e ctor 

cc : David A. Hornbeck, Counsel 
Commission/State of Nevada 
Billy R. Templeton, State Director 
AHPA 
HSUS 
NRDC 
Sierra Club 
NDOW 



United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
ELKO DISTRICT OFFICE - -- ■ 

3900 E. IDAHO STREET IN REP LY REFER TO : 

P.O. BOX 831 1600(NV-013) 
ELKO, NEV ADA 8980 I 

6 1992 

Dear Interested Party: 

Enclosed is a copy of the Notice of Intent to amend the Wells Resource 
Management Plan to establish Wild Horse Herd Management Areas 
(Federal Register Vol. 57 p. 3062, 1/27/92). This notice serves as a Notice 
of Scoping for the public to participate in identification of planning issues 
for this amendment. A map is also enclosed to show the boundaries of the 
proposed areas as described in the Notice. 

In accordance with the Notice, you are invited to provide written comments to 
the Elko District Manager, at the address above, attention Wild Horse 
Specialist, until March 6, 1992. 

Should you have questions regarding this proposed amendment, call Bruce 
Portwood at (702) 753-0200. 

Sincerely yours, 

District Manager 

Enclosures 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Interior 

ACTION: Notice of Intent that the Bureau of Land 

Ma nagement (BLM) will prepare an amendment and associated-­

en vironmental assessment (EA) to the Wells Resource 

Man a g e ment Plan (RMP) for the management of wild hors es e~ 

public lands in the Wells Resource Area, Elko County, 

Nevada. It is also a Notice of Scoping for the public to 

participate in the identification of planning issues, revi e~ 

of preliminary planning criteria, and formulation of 

altern atives for the amendment. 

smw --ARY: Th e BLM will, pursuant to 43 CFR Part 1610.5 - 5 , 

pr epare a n amendment to the Wells RMP to: 1) delineate W\T\-i. 

ho:se h erd management areas (HMAs); 2 ) id e ntify wild hor~e 

~~b i tat objGc tiv e s; 3) estab l ish wild h o r se manag e men t 

dir0 ct~on for: a ) i nitial herd size , b ) cr i t~r i~ f or 

2 c)ust1ng ~~itia l herd si z e , an d c) co nstr~ints on oth~r 

:esources; ~nd 4) --c -~-\,., -: e ... ~ t '-" ,-., --·' Cr"'e }· 
,__ ·"'-' _j_ n -. po r c. o i_ • : ~- , n c r ,_ _j "' • Herd A reo , 

-v.1i -th the Eaverick - Medic i ne Herd Ar e a a nd r e rna i nd er with ·U,e..,_ 

;nte l ope Valley Herd Area . 



EFFECTIVE DATES: A 30-day public scoping period has been 

established to identify issues and concerns to be addressed 

in the amendment to the Wells RMP and to encourage public 

participation in the amendment and associated environmental 

process. Written comments on the scope of the amendment 

must be postmarked no later than March 6, 1992. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Bruce Portwood, Elko 

Dist~ict Wild Horse Specialist, Bureau of Land Management, 

P.O. Box 831, Elko, NV 89801 or phone (702) 753-0200. 

Written comments may be sent to: District Manager, 

ATTN: Wild Horse Specialist, at the above address. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The Wells RMP encompasses over 

four million acres of public land in the Wells Resource Area 

of the Elko District and is in the east end of Elko County, 

Nevada. The existing Wells RMP, approved in 1985, 

identified wild horse Herd Areas which would: 1) continue to 

be monitored for wild horse populations and habitat 

conditions; 2) conduct gatherings as necessary and maintain 

populations within a range from 550 to 700 animals; 

3) construct six water development projects; and 4) remove 

wild horses from private lands if required. However, it did 

not establish wild horse HMAs. 

2 



• . 

A major issue influencing this amendment focuses on the 

difficulties of managing wild horses on public lands 

intermixed with a high percentage of private lands, 

specifically on the checkerboard lands (areas with 50 

percent or less public lands). This amendment will consider 

and analyze establishing HMAs in wild horse herd areas 

outside checkerboard lands. Wild Horse Herd areas that 

include checkerboard lands are the Spruce-Pequop, Goshute, 

and Toano Herd Areas. 

The proposed issue to be addressed in this amendment is: 

Determine where and at what levels wild horses will be 

managed in wild horse herd areas in the Wells Resource Area. 

The preliminary planning criteria that has been identified 

to be used in the development of this amendment is 

anticipated to be the same as that used for the development 

of the original Wells RMP. 

A range of alternatives, stipulations, and mitigation 

measures, including but not limited to the No Action 

Alternative, will be considered to evaluate and minimize 

environmental impacts and to assure that the Preferred 

Alternative does not result in any significant impacts to 

the public lands in this area. 
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Federal, state and local agencies, and other individuals or 

organizations who may be interested in or affected by the 

BLM's decision on the amendment to the Wells RMP are invited 

to participate in the scoping process for this amendment. 

To be most helpful, comments should be as specific as 

possible . 

. '::J !:!\U.V 6 TEMPLETON 
Billy R. Templeton 
State Directo r , Nevada 

Date 

4 
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DISTRIBUTION 

Original and 2 - Federal Register 

1 - Director (760) Room 407, LS 

1 - District Manager, Elko 

1 - Area Manager, Wells Resource Area 

1 - Regional Planner (NV-933.l) ✓ 

1 - Nevada State Office Printing Specialist (NV-951) 

1 - Nevada State Office Bulletin Board 

1 - Public Affairs (NV-912) 

1 - Central Files 

1 - Originator (NV-010, Merrnejo) 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU Ofi LAND MANAGEMENT NEVADA 
Nevada State Office 
Reno, Nevada 89520 

Release Number: 
for ReJease: 

PO Box 12000 850 Harvard Way 

92- 66 
06 / 10 / 92 Contact : Maxine Shane (702) 785-65 86 

WELLS AMENDMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AVAILABLE 

.. 
The Wells Resource Management Plan Draft Wild Horse 

Amendment and Environmental Assessment · ·has been released ·for 30 

days of public review and comment . . 

Bill Templeton, Nevada State Director for the Bureau of Land 

Management (BLM), says the document is being written to guide the 

management of wild horses in the southeastern part of Elko 

County. The amendment analyzes three alternatives for the 

management of horses in the Wells Resource Area. 

The amendment seeks to establish wild horse herd management 

areas, to offer solutions to problems with the "checkerboard" 

land pattern conflicts, to ident i fy habitat requirements and 

management practices, to establish initial herd size, to develop 

factors to be used in adjustments in herd size, to identify 

constraints on other resources and to combine herd areas to 

improve wild horse management. 

- MORE -
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' WELLS AMENDMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AVAILABLE - 22222 

Individual copies of the publication may be obtained by 

writing the BLM, P.O. Box 831, Elko, NV 89801 or by calling 702 

753-0200. Review copies are at the BLM's offices in Reno and 

Elko and at the county libraries in Elko, Wells and Wendover. 

A proposed amendment and final environmental assessment will 

be written. To be considered in the development of that 

document, written comments should be postmarked no later than 

July 15. Letters should be sent to the Elko BLM at the . above 

address. 

-30-



United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Washington, 0.C. 20240 

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Ms. Catherine Barcomb 
Executive Director, commission for the 

Preservation of Wild Horses 
Stewart Facility, c.:api-cal c omplex 
Carson City, Nevada 89710 

Dear Ms. Barcomb: 

JUL 2 1 1993 
PP-NV-WHA-93-03 

1617.2 (720) 

This letter constitutes the Bureau of Land Management's (BLM) decision 
concerning your protest of November 20, 1992, on behalf of the commission for 
the Preservation of Wild Horses. We have carefully reviewed and considered 
the issues you raised regarding the proposed Wells Resource Management Plan 
(RMP) Wild Horse Amendment. The purpose of this letter is to inform you of 
the results of that review and our decision on your protest. 

ISSUE: Initial wild horse management numbers were set without considering the 
interaction of those horse numbers with wildlife and livestock. 

RESPONSE: Other concerns such as livestock were considered in the proposed 
RMP Amendment. The 10 percent forage utilization limit on winter use areas 
prior to livestock turnout was developed in recognition of the combined impact 
of livestock and wild horse grazing. Utilization greater tha 10 nt as 
led to overuse at the end of the grazing season (see Table 7 and discussion on 
page 14). 

ISSUE: There was no evaluation of the alternatives of different combinations 
of numbers thro ugh the en v ironmental a !:coc::mcnt prcca:;i::. 

RESPONSE: An analysis of different comb i nations of grazing animals in the 
Wells Resource Area was previously addressed in Chapter 2 of the original 
Draft Wells RMP completed in May 1983. The Wells RMP Record of Decision was 
completed in July 1985. Consequently, another analysis of this issue is not 
warranted. In addition, this issue was not raised during the scoping period 
prior to preparation of the proposed RMP Amendment. However, the relative 
levels of livestock and wild horse use on each herd area may be reviewed in 
the future when an analysis of monitoring data shows a need for an adjustment 
in the wild horse appropriate management levels or livestock permits. 

ISSUE: The objective (page 4, number 1), "To manage wild horses only on areas 
where requests for removal of a~imals will not hinder management," is in 
violation of P.L. 92-195, wherein wild horses would be managed where presently 
found. 



RESPONSE: We agree that this objective is misleading. Its intent was to 
specify that wild horses would be managed on public lands except in the areas 
of a high percentage of intermixed private lands, particularly in the 
checkerboard areas of the resource area. The BLM Nevada state Director has 

ewr en thia objective to better reflect the intent. It now reads as 
follows: "To manage wild horses outside of checkerboard areas where land 
ownership patterns are not a problem for management." This change will be 
made to the Approved Wells RMP Wild Horse Amendment and ROD document. 

2 

ISSUE: The BLM has pre-determined initial wild horse management numbers in 
advance of the allotment evaluation process of which the purpose is to analyze 
monitoring data and establish carrying capacity by all uses. 

RESPONSE: initial wild 

ISSUE: How can the BLM average, "statewide," a rate increase of 20 percent 
for the entire resource area when BLM data support various rates, in site 
specific areas, of anywhere from 6 percent to 35 percent. Furthermore, the 
BLM has assumed that horses have utilized in excess of 10 percent of the 
forage before livestock are turned out when in fact the BLM cannot prove, 
through monitoring, actual level of wild horse use. 

RESPONSE: The 20 percent annual increase figure was used only to project wild 
horse numbers in the Current Numbers Alternative (see footnote 2, Table 2, 
page 10). The BLM data do show that there are various rates of increase 
throughout the State. However, the 20 per ant i~r• wa■ etermined to be 
average and was used to project this increase for analysis in the proposed RMP 
Amendment. 

Initial wild horse numbers developed in the proposed RMP Amendment were based 
on monitoring (see Table 1, page 5). It was not assumed that wild horses have 
used in excess of 10 percent of the forage prior to livestock turnout. 
Utilization monitoring and use pattern mapping have confirmed this (see 
Table 7 and discussion on page 14). 

After careful review of the issues raised by you on behalf of the Commission 
for the Preservation of Wild Horses, we conclude that the BLM Nevada State 
Director and Elko District Manager followed the applicable planning 
procedures, laws, regulations, and policies in developing the proposed Wells 
RMP Amendment. No further changes are warranted except the clarifying 
language as noted herein. 

This decision completes administrative review of your protest and constitutes 
final agency action for the Department of the Interior (43 CFR 1610.5-2(b)) on 
the issues which you raised in your protest. The Interior Board of Land 
Appeals (IBLA) does not hear appeals from a decision by the Director of the 



BLM on protests concerning RMP's (Oregon Natural Resources council, 78 IBLA 
124, 127 (1983)). Any person adversely affected by a decision of a BLM 
official to implement some portion of an RMP may, however, appeal such action 
to the IBLA at the time the action is proposed for implementation. 

3 

We encourage you and the Commission to remain actively involved in the BLM's 
resource management activities and to provide information and input during the 
implementation of the proposed Wells RMP Amendment. 

Sincerely, 

m Baca 
irector 



BOB MILLER 
Go11ernor 

STATE OF NEVADA 

SEP 1 7 \993 
CATHERINE BARCOMB 

Execut111e Director 

COMMISSIONERS 

COMMISSION FOR THE 
PRESERVATION OF WILD HORSES 

Stewart Facility 
Capitol Complex 

Carson City, Nevada 89710 
(702) 687-5589 

November 20, 1992 

Cy Jamison, Director 
Bureau of Land Management 
1849 "C" Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20240 

Dear Mr. Jamison, 

Dan Keiserman. 
Las Vegas. Nevada 

Michael Kirk. D.V.M . . 
Reno . Nevada 

Paula S. Askew 
Carson City. Nevada 

Steven Fulstone 
Smith Valley. Nevada 

Dawn Lappin 
Reno. Nevada 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the 
Wells Resource Management Plan Proposed Wild Horse Amendment and 
Environmental Assessment. 

We formally protest the above document for the following 
reasons: 

1) You have set initial wild horse management numbers without 
considering the interaction of those horse numbers with wildlife 
and livestock 

2) There was no evaluation of the 
combinations of numbers through the 
process. NEPA requires that you 
alternatives. 

alternatives of different 
Environmental Assessment 

analyze the different 

3) The objective, (page 4, number 1), "To manage wild horses 
only on areas where requests for removal of animals will not hinder 
management," is in violation of PL92-195, wherein wild horses would 
be managed where presently found. The law only gives BLM authority 
for "nuisance" removal as requested by land owners. This paragraph 
should instead read exactly what the purpose of this amendment to 
the land use will do - it will remove wild horses from areas of 
checkerboard land patterns - period! This could be interpreted to 
mean any herd area could be eliminated, even if the majority of the 
area were public land, if a request was repetitious. 

4) You have pre-determined initial wild horse management 
numbers in advance of the allotment evaluation process of which the 
purpose is to analyze monitoring data and establish carrying 
capacity by all uses. According to the IBLA Decision you must 
determine through monitoring the appropriate management level to 
obtain a thriving natural ecological balance, not pre-determine a 
number and then justify that number with your monitoring. 

5) How can you average, "statewide", a rate of increase of 
20% for the entire resource area when BLM data supports various 
rates, in site specific areas, of increases of anywhere from 6% to 
35%. What you have done, is taken that artificial 20% increase, Cy 

Chairman 
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Jamison, Director 
November 20, 1992 
Page 2 

multiplied it times 12 AUM's per horse and pre-determined wild 
horse use. Furthermore, by the above formula, you have assumed 
that horses have utilized in excess of 10% of the forage before 
livestock are turned our, when in fact you can't prove, through 
monitoring, actual level of wild horse use. That winter use is 
critical, yet using your calculations you would remove 
approximately 75% of the herds without any monitoring data to 
substantiate the need! 

We feel it very valuable for your Resource Area to identify 
the need for development of waters for better distribution of wild 
horses, HOWEVER, there is no time schedule identified of when you 
anticipate completion of these developments. Historically, BLM has 
identified water needs in critical areas, however, it has been a 
low priority for completion. We would like to recommend that if 
you can afford to fence area's from horse use that we would expect 
that you could afford the water developments at the same time. 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss our 
concerns, we are readily available. 

Sincerely, 

I - · -, . 
\__ Cc¼: LG~ ·.1 _:jWL.Cc.. ·y1,, .... ,l,--
CATHERINE BARCOMB 
Executive Director 



STATE OF NEVADA 
Governor 

CATHERINE BARCOMB 
Executive Director 

COMMISSIONERS 

COMMISSION FOR THE 
PRESERVATION OF WILD HORSES 

Stewart Facility 

Capitol Complex 
Carson City, Nevada 89710 

(702) 687 -5589 

February 24 , 1992 

Mr. Rodney Harr i s, District Manager 
BLM- Elko District 
P.O. Box 831 
Elko, Nevada 89801 

Dear Mr. Harris, 

Dan Keiserman. 
Las Vegas. Nevada 

Michael Kirk. D.V.M .. 
Reno . Nevada 

Pau la S. Askew 
Carson City. Nevada 

Steven Fulstone 
Smith Va lley. Nevada 

Dawn Lappin 
Reno. Nevada 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the 
Bureau's Not i ce of Intent to prepare an amendment to the Wells 
Resource Management Plan. (Federal Register Vol. 57 p. 3062, 
1/27/92.) 

The notice of scoping leads the reader to believe that all 
herd area boundaries in the Wells Resource area are open to 
debate, which is not the case. The purpose of the Notice must be 
restricted to the re-delineation fo the boundaries, to exclude 
only those portions that apply to the checkerboard lands. By 
law, the checkerboard lands must remain as wild horse herd areas, 
but the managment of wild horses will be restricted to those 
portions that exclude the checkerboard. There is no questions as 
to the validity of the boundaries for the Maverick-Medicine, 
Cherry Creek, Antelope Valley, and the public land portions of 
the Goshute, and Spruce-Pequop. 

We strongly recommend the wording in all subsequent 
documents clearly state the purpose of the Notice of Intent is to 
exclude the portions of checkerboard lands from the wild horse 
herd management areas, and to formalize the now existing herd use 
area, and to forma l ize the now existing herd use area boundaries 
into herd managment area boundaries. 

There is no evidence at this point that populations within 
the herd management areas are in excess of a thriving ecological 
balance so the only quest i ons then is what will be done with the 
wild horses removed from the excised portion of the checkerboard. 
It is also imperative that you provide some data that proposes 
how those animals wi ll be maintainted within their herd 
management boundary. 

We cannot emphasize strongly enough that this Not i ce should 
restrict itself solely to the issue of checkerboard, and the 
disposition of the animals within the checkerboard. The Notice 
should "state", rather than put to question the issue of changing 
terminology of herd areas into herd managment areas. All 
documents must clarify this procedure to eliminate all wild 
horses in the Toano herd area, and remove all wild horses from 
north of the railroad, in the checkerboard portion of the 
Spruce-Pequop. 

Chairman 



Rodney Harris, District Manager 
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We see no purpose in altering anything in the LUP other than 
the correction of legal definitions of the managment areas and 
the removal of wild horses from checkerboard. A thriving 
ecological balance is dynamic based on the condition of the range 
and unless allotment evaluation data indicates, at this time, 
what those levels should be, setting intial numbers is premature. 
If, however, the Bureau insists on addressing initial herd size, 
and the method of adjustment, then the following comments need to 
be considered. 

Since there is no indication that the wild horse population 
within the herd management areas are in excess, and proposal to 
adjust that population must abide by the same rules established 
by the IBLA. Information necessary to provide informed input 
requires additional information such as: 

1) Estimate of acreage within the herd management boundary: 
2) Estimate of available forage within management boundary: 
3) Map, showing waters and existing and proposed fencing: 
4) Current wild horse population within management boundary: 
5) LUP grazing use within HMA: 
6) Current active preference within HMA, and grazing system: 
7) Map, showing patterns of use for livestock and wild 

horses: and wildlife key areas: 
a) allotment evaluation 
b) monitoring data 

What criteria does the Bureau intend to use to determine 
proportions of use within the herd managment area? We would want 
to know if the Bureau knows the key summer and winter habitats of 
each of these and if sufficient habitat has been delineated to 
serve those requirements. We would want to know whether 
sufficient waters are available in the remainder of their herd 
area, and if not how the Bureau proposes to address that issue. 
Since the permittee will have 100% use of the checkerboard area, 
which will increase his AUM's, will the Bureau substitute those 
AUM's for horses in their area? 

We cannot make an informed decision regarding the issue to 
combine herd management areas without some idea of whether the 
Bureau has the data that shows the movement delineated on the 
maps: nor are we aware of criteria that would affect such a 
decision, such as: 

1) Are there any pasture or allotment fences presently, and 
if not are any proposed to facilitate livestock 
management? If so, when? 

2) Is there any movement between Maverick-Medicine, Cherry 
Creek, Antelope Valley and Spruce-Pequop, and Goshute? 
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Rodney Harris, District Manager 
February 24, 1992 
Page 3 

3) Is there any movement between Spruce-Pequop and Goshute? 

The Bureau may well have had good intentions regarding this 
Notice of Intent, however, we are sufficiently alarmed by the 
language in this Notice that provides the opportunity for all 
comers to once again debate the issue of herd areas in an area 
where historically the agency has done everything possible in the 
past to remove, and eliminate wild horses from the District. 
Only a cautious approach and clarification in future documents 
will demonstrate the purposes of the wordy language in a document 
that should have been fairly simplistic. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

CATHERINE BARCOMB 
Executive Director 
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United States Department of the Interior PRIDEIN 
AMERICA 

HUI-U<:AU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Nevada State Office 
850 Harvard Way 

•·- -- . 
I\/ Hf:l'I.\' Hfff:11 TO: 

P.O. Box l 2000 
Reno, Nevada 8!)fi20 -000H 

1610 (NV-932.1) 

October, 2, 1992 

Dear Reader: 

Enclosed for your review is the Wells Resource Management Plan (AMP) Proposed Wild Horse 
Amendment and Environment Assessment (EA). This amendment analyzes the impacts of 
several alternatives for maintaining and managing wild horses in the Wells Resource Area, Elko 
District of the Bureau of Land Management (SLM). It has Incorporated all relevant comments 
received during public review of the draft plan. This document contains a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI). It is also available for a 30 day protest period. 

This Proposed RMP Amendment may be protested by any person who participated in the 
planning process and who has an interest which is or may be adversely affected by the approval 
of the plan amendment. A protest may raise only those issues which were submitted for the 
record during the planning process (see 43 Code of Federal Regulations 1610.5-2). Protests 
must be filed with the Director of the Bureau of Land Management, 1849 C Street, N.W., 
Washington D.C. 20240. All protests must be written and must be postmarked on or before 

\.NtMUDlt5er.M~20:y, 1992 amd shall contain the following information: 

1) The name, mailing address, telephone number, and interest of the person filing the 
protest. 

2) A statement of the issue or issues being protested. 

3) A statement of the part or parts of the document being protested. 

4) A copy of all documents addressing the issue or issues previously submitted during the 
planning process by the protesting party, or an indication of the date the issue or issues 
were discussed for the records. 

5) A short, concise statement explaining precisely why the BLM's Nevada State Director's 
decision is wrong. 

Upon resolution of any protests, an Approved Amendment and Decision Record will be issued. 
The Approved Amendment will be mailed to all individuals who participated in its development 
and to all other interested publics upon their request. 

Sincerely, 

,,-;;' ../ ,, L__ 

~/1/ < L,&';~7:?k -,__:,~ 
Billy A. Templeton 
State Director, Nevada 
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WELLS RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 

I. INTRODUCTION 

PROPOSED 
WILD HORSE AMENDMENT 

and 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

Through a review of wild horse management in the Wells Resource Area, it was determined that 
problems were occurring with wild horses grazing on private lands in checkerboard areas (areas with 
alternating sections of public and private lands). As per P.L. 92-195, wild horses must be removed 
from unfenced private land when requested by the private landowner. Requests have been made to 
remove wild horses from private land in the checkerboard areas. These requests have been made in 
writing and have established horse locations on private land by legal description. The most reasonable 
way to address the problem of wild horses using private lands in checkerboard areas is complete 
removal of horses. Simply moving horses to adjacent public land areas will not keep them from 
returning to the private land. 

It was also determined that there were no wild horse herd management areas (HMA) designated for 
the maintenance and management of wild horses in the Wells Record of Decision (RODI and Approved 
Resource Management Plan (RMP). As a result of these determinations, the decision was made by the 
Nevada State Director to amend this RMP to correct these problems. 

Purpose and Need for the Amendment: 

The purpose of this amendment is to establish wild horse HMAs, solve the problems with 
checkerboard land pattern conflicts, identify habitat requirements and management practices, 
establish initial herd size, develop factors for adjustments in herd size, identify constraints on 
other resources, and combine herd areas for the purpose of improving management of wild 
horses. 

Location: 

The Wells Resource Area is located in the northeast corner of Nevada and encompasses 
approximately the east half of Elko County (see Map 1, page 2). It contains 5.7 million acres, 
4.3 million are public lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The six 
wild horse herd areas (areas where wild horses existed in 1 971 at the time of the passage of 
the Wild Horse and Burro Act) that are discussed in this amendment are located in the southern 
half of the resource area (see Map 3, page 8, same as Map 3-4 in the Draft Wells RMP and 
EIS). 

Planning Process: 

The land use planning process, as mandated by the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
(FLPMA) of 1976, is designed to enable BLM to address the issues and concerns of the public 
in outlining the management of the public lands within logical planning areas. This process 
involves nine basic planning steps. They are: 1) Identification of Issues; 2) Development of 
Planning Criteria; 3) Inventory and Data Collection; 4) Analysis of the Management Situation; 
5) Formulation of Alternatives; 6) Estimation of Effects of Alternatives; 71 Selection of the 
Preferred Alternative; 81 Selection of the Proposed Plan; and 9) Monitoring and Evaluation. 
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This proposed amendment will address steps 1 through 8. For additional information, see the 
existing Draft Wells RMP and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), the Proposed Wells RMP 
and Final EIS, and the Wells RMP Record of Decision and Approved Plan. 

11. PLANNING ISSUES AND CRITERIA 

During this amendment's 30 day scoping period, from January 28, 1992 to March 6, 1992, the public 
was asked by BLM to help identify planning issues and planning criteria to be used for the management 
of wild horses in the Wells Resource Area. The public was also asked to help identify alternatives to 
be evaluated in this amendment. 

The following is a discussion of the purpose of planning issues and planning criteria. This discussion 
also outlines the issues and criteria that were used to guide the development of this amendment. 

Planning Issues: 

A planning issue is defined as an opportunity, conflict, or problem pertaining to the 
management of public lands and associated resources. Issues drive the resource management 
planning process and indicate specific concerns which the BLM and the public may have 
regarding the management of specific resources in a planning area. Identification of issues 
orients the planning process so that the efforts of an interdisciplinary analysis and 
documentation are directed toward resolution of the issues. 

It has been determined that this amendment will address only the issue of wild horse 
management. In addressing this issue, the amendment will respond to the following planning 
questions: 

1. In what herd areas will wild horses be maintained and managed by BLM? 
2. What wild horse habitat requirements and management practices are needed 

for each HMA? 
3. At what population levels will wild horses be managed? 
4. How will adjustments be made in management levels? 
5. What constraints, if any, will be placed on other resource uses? 

Planning Criteria: 

Planning criteria are formulated to guide the development of a resource plan or an amendment 
to the resource plan. Planning criteria are derived from laws, Executive Orders, regulations, 
planning principles, BLM national and state guidance, consultation with interest groups and the 
general public, and available resource information of the area. Planning criteria help to: 1) set 
standards for data collection; 2) establish alternatives to be analyzed; and 3) select the 
preferred alternative. 

The planning criteria for this RMP amendment are: 

1. Establish wild horse HMAs where wild horses occurred on December 15, 1971 
and where land ownership patterns are compatible with management of wild 
horses. 

2. Establish management levels by determining f,inimum' numbers necessary to 
maintain viable herds and maximum numbers compadble with maintaining a 
thriving natural ecological balance and multiple use relationships. 

3 



Ill. PROPOSED PLAN AND OTHER ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED 

Proposed Plan: 

The Proposed Plan combines the management of the six existing herd areas in the Wells 
Resource Area into four herd management areas. 

All areas of checkerboard land ownership, including all of the Teano Herd Area and portions 
of the Goshute and Spruce-Pequop Herd Areas, will be managed as horse free areas. The 
management of wild horses begins at initial herd size and will be maintained in designated 
HMAs. Adjustments will be based on monitoring and grazing allotment evaluations. Wild horse 
numbers in excess of the initial herd size would be removed within statewide priorities. 

Objectives: 

0 
2. 

3. 

To manage wild horses only on areas where requests for removal of animals 
will not hinder management. 

To manage wild horses within HMAs and to maintain a thriving natural 
ecological balance consistent with other resource needs. 

To combine portions of the wild horse herd areas where horses intermix 
between herd areas. 

Management Determinations: 

Management determinations for each HMA are outlined in Table 1 and shown on 
Map 2, page 6 . 

1. Delineate four HMAs as follows: 

2. 

3. 

G 
5. 

Antelope Valley Herd Area 
Goshute Herd Area 
Maverick-Medicine Herd Area 
Spruce-Pequop Herd Area 

Combine the east portion of the Cherry Creek Herd Area (44 percent of the 
total herd area) with the Antelope Valley HMA and the west portion of the 
Cherry Creek Herd Area (56 percent) with the Maverick-Medicine HMA. 

Remove all wild horses from checkerboard areas, which include all of the 
Toano Herd Area and portions of the Goshute and Spruce-Pequop Herd Areas 
and manage them as wild horse free areas. 

Remove sufficient wild horses to attain the initial herd size and maintain 
populations at a level which will maintain a thriving natural ecological balance 
consistent with other resource values. 

Develop eight water sources to improve wild horse distribution, modify 
approximately one mile of existing fence so as not to impede wild-free roaming 
behavior, and construct approximately eighteen miles of new fence to prevent 
the return of wild horses to checkerboard land patterns . 
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TABLE 1 
MANAGEMENT DETERMINATIONS FOR HERD MANAGEMENT AREAS· PROPOSED PLAN 

Management Determinatione 

Herd Slze 1 

Wild Horee Habitat Herd Size Other Resource 
Herd Mgt Areas Requirements and Management Practices lnitla11 Long-Term Adjustment Factors Constraints 

Antelope Valley 3 Develop additional waters on summer range. 240 Adjustments Utilization of key Ut ilization by all grazing animals will 
will be based forage species by not exceed 55 percent on key forage 

Modify the exist ing fence between the Currie on monitoring w ild horses in areas species by March 31st on winter 
and Spruce Allotments to a let-down fence and graz ing used in common range. 
(two half-m ile segments) . allotment will not exceed an 

e valuations . average of ten• New fencing will only be used when 
percent prior to other practices such as control of 
entry by livestock. water, salting, and herding have 

proved ineffective in providing 
proper distribution of all grazing 
animals. 

Goshute Develop additional waters on summer range. 160 Same as Same as above . Same as above . 
above. 

Construct up to nine miles of drift or gap 
fences, if necessary, to prevent wild horse 
drift north onto checkerboard lands. 

Maverick-Medicine 3 Develop additional waters to provide better 389 Same as Same as above . Same as above. 
distribution. above . 

Spruce-Pequop Develop additional waters on summer range. 82 Same as Same as above. Same as above . 
above. 

Construct a fence (approximately nine miles) 
to prevent wild horse drift north onto 
checkerboard lands. 

Total 871 

1 Numbers are in animal units. 

2 The initial numbers were developed through the use of vegetative studies. Monitoring data from 1990-1992 ind icates that horse use has increased on the 
winter range while livestock use has decreased in common use areas . 

3 The initial number of horses for the Cherry Creek Herd Area have been incorporated into both the Antelope Valley (25 percent} and Maverick-Medicine (75 
percent} HMAs . 

• Ten percen use of key forage species (midpoint of slight use category} by wild horses prior to entry by livestock is the level that can be used end still not 
exceed the total use of 55 percent by March 31st in areas used in common by all grazing animals. 
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No Action Alternative: 

I 

The management of wild horses will continue under the existing short and long-term 
management actions (management determinations) as they currently exist in the Approved 
Wells RMP (see Map 3, page 8). 

Objectives: 

1. To continue management of the six existing wild horse herds consistent with 
other resource uses. 

Short and Long-Term Management Actions: 

1 . Continue to monitor wild horse populations and habitat conditions. 

2. Conduct wild horse gatherings as necessary and maintain populations within 
a range from 550 to 700 animals. The Toano Herd would be maintained at 20 
animals (see Table 2). 

3. Construct six water development projects (catchment type) with storage tanks 
and troughs. 

4. Remove wild horses from private lands if required. 

TABLE 2 
WILD HORSE HERD AREA CHARACTERISTICS 1 

Herd Size Resource Conflicts 

Herd Area 1978 1981 2 Fences Humans 3 Conflict Allotments 

Antelope Valley 449 164 

Cherry Creek 74 64 X Currie, West Cherry Creek 

Goshutes 129 120 X Big Springs, Pilot 

Maverick-Medicine 112 244 X Maverick, West Cherry Creek, 
Spruce, Odgers, Currie 

Spruce-Pequop - 80 X X Big Springs, Spruce 

Toano - 20 X X Big Springs, Pilot 

Totals I 764 I 692 I - I - I I 
1 The information in this Table has been brought forward from the Draft W'llls RMP tlt show the average 

number of wild horses by herd area that were to be maintained within th, , range of 550 to 700 animals for 
the Wells Resource Area (see Table 3-3 on page 3-8 in the Draft Wells RMP and EIS). 

2 The total for 1981 is less than 1978 because animals were removed in 1980. 

3 Requests have been received by various private landowners to remove wild horses from unfenced private 
lands since 1987. 
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Current Numbers Alternative: 

The management of wild horses will continue with current numbers and any adjustments will 
be based on monitoring and grazing allotment evaluations. 

All areas of checkerboard land ownership, including all of the Toano Herd Area and portions 
of the Goshute and Spruce-Pequop Herd Areas, will be managed as horse free areas. 
Adjustments will be based on monitoring and grazing allotment evaluations. Wild horse 
numbers in excess of the optimal herd size established by allotment evaluations would be 
removed within statewide priorities for removal of wild horses. 

Objectives: 

1. To manage wild horses only on areas where requests for removal of animals 
will not hinder management. 

2. To manage wild horses within HMAs and to maintain a thriving natural 
ecological balance consistent with other resource needs. 

3. To combine portions of the wild horse herd areas where horses intermix 
between herd areas. 

Management Determinations: 

Management determinations for each HMA are outlined in Table 3 and shown on 
Map 2, page 6. 

1. Delineate four HMAs as follows: 

Antelope Valley Herd Area 
Goshute Herd Area 
Maverick-Medicine Herd Area 
Spruce-Pequop Herd Area 

2. Combine the east portion of the Cherry Creek Herd Area (44 percent of the 
total herd area) with the Antelope Valley HMA and the west portion of the 
Cherry Creek Herd Area (56 percent) with the Maverick-Medicine HMA. 

3. Remove all wild horses from checkerboard areas, which include all of the 
Toano Herd Area and portions of the Goshute and Spruce-Pequop Herd Areas 
and manage them as wild horse free areas. 

4. Develop eight water sources to improve wild horse distribution, modify 
approximately one mile of existing fence so as not to impede wild-free roaming 
behavior, and construct approximately eighteen miles of new fence to prevent 
the return of wild horses to checkerboard land patterns. 
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TABLE 3 
MANAGEMENT DETERMINATIONS FOR HERD MANAGEMENT AREAS - EXISTING NUMBERS ALTERNATIVE 

Management Determinations 

Herd Size' 
Wild Horse Habitat Herd Size Other Resource 

Herd Mgt Areas Requirements and Management Practices Current 2 Long-Term Adjustment Factors Constraints 

Antelope Valley 3 Develop additional waters on summer range. 538 Adjustments Utilization of key Utilization by all grazing animals will 
will be based forage species by not exceed 55 percent on key forage 

Modify the existing fence between the on monitoring wild horses in areas species by March 31st on winter 
Currie and Spruce Grazing Allotments to a and grazing used in common range. 
let-down fence (two half-mile segments). allotment will not exceed an 

adjustments. average of ten' New fencing will only be used when 
percent prior to other practices for livestock 
entry by livestock. management, such as, control of 

water, salting, and herding have 
proved ineffective in providing proper 
distr ibution of all grazing animals. 

Goshute Develop additional waters on summer range. 396 Same as Same as above. Same as above. 

... above • 
0 Construct up to nine miles of drift or gap 

fences, if necessary, to prevent wild horse 
drift north onto checkerboard lands. 

Maverick-Medicine 3 Develop additional waters to provide better 770 Same as Same as above. Same as above. 
distribution. above. 

Spruce-Pequop Develop additional waters on summer range. 82 Same as Same es above. Same es above. 
above. 

Construct II fence (approximately nine miles) 
to prevent wild horse drift north onto 
checkerboard lands. 

Total 1786 

, 
Numbers are in animal units. 

2 The current number of wild horses were determined by using a 20 percent annual increase. This percentage is a result of data obtained from wild horse 
gathers conducted statewide. These totals were calculated by using the number of foaling seasons from the last inventory through the time this 
amendment is projected to be completed in October, 1992. 

3 The current number of horses for the Cherry Creek Herd Area have been incorporated into both the Antelope Valley (25 percent) end Maverick-Medicine 
{75 percent) HMAs. 

4 Ten percent use of key forage species (midpoint of slight use category) by wild horses prior to entry by livestock is the level that can be used and still not 
exceed the total use of 55 percent by March 31st in areas used in common by all grazing animals. 



Summary 

Table 4 summarizes the wild horse herd size for the Proposed Plan and by alternative. Table 5 
displays the acreage by ownership category of the wild horse herd areas for the Proposed Plan 
and alternatives. Approximately 44 percent of the current Cherry Creek Herd Area is proposed 
to be combined with the Antelope Valley HMA and 56 percent combined with the Maverick­
Medicine HMA under the Proposed Plan and Current Numbers Alternative . 

TABLE 4 
WILD HORSE HERD SIZE FOR PROPOSED PLAN AND ALTERNATIVES 

Herd Size 

Herd Areas No Action Current Numbers 
Proposed Plan Alternative Alternative 

Antelope Valley 240 164 538 

Cherry Creek (combined) 64 (combined) 

Goshute 160 120 396 

Maverick -Medicine 389 244 770 

Spruce-Pequop 82 80 82 

Toano 0 20 0 

Total 871 692 1,786 

TABLE 5 
ACREAGE OF WILD HORSE HERD AREAS 

Acres by Ownership Category Totals 

Proposed Plan and No Action 
Current Numbers Alternative 

Herd Areas Public Lands Private Lands Alternative 

Antelope Valley 400,000 1,500 463,540 401,500 

Cherry Creek 138,000 3,000 (combined) 141,000 

Goshute 266,800 16,000 250,800 1 282,800 

Maverick-Medicine 207,000 500 286,460 207,500 

Spruce-Pequop 172,000 34,000 138,000 2 206,000 

Toano 57,500 57,500 03 115,000 

Total 1,241,300 112,500 1,138,800 1,353,800 

1 The reduction in acreage between the Proposed Plan and the Current Numbers Alternative end the No 
Action Alternative is because approximately 32,000 acres within checkerboard land areas will be 
managed as a wild horse free area. 

2 The reduction in acreage between the Proposed Plan and the Current Numbers Alternative and the No 
Action Alternative is because approximately 68,000 acres within checkerboard land areas will be 
managed as a wild horse free area. 

3 This area will be managed as a wild horse free area. 
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IV. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The Affected Environment section provides additional information to assist the reader in understanding 
the existing situation and the current problems encountered with managing wild horses in the Wells 
Resource Area. For a more detailed discussion of the environment within the areas of concern, refer 
to the Draft Wells Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement of May, 1983. 

The following additional information is displayed by resource category: 

WATER 

Six water developments were identified to be developed under the existing Wells RMP. Two of these 
waters have been developed (see Map 4, page 13) and four remain to be developed. Four additional 
waters need to be developed to provide adequate water for wild horses. Their locations will be 
specifically identified during HMA plan preparation and will be constructed as funds become available. 

Numerous springs within HMAs provide an adequate quantity of water for grazing animals. However, 
current water quality is poor as springs are trampled and water is degraded by mud and fecal matter. 

Inadequate water sources exist on the west side of the Goshute Mountains, Medicine Range, Currie 
Hills, and the area east of U.S. Highway 93 in the Antelope Valley HMA. 

There are also wells developed with private funds located within the HMAs that are pumped only when 
livestock are present and are not considered permanent or dependable water sources for wild horses. 

WILD HORSES 

The most recent inventory information on wild horse numbers is listed in Table 6 below. 

TABLE 6 
WILD HORSE INVENTORY INFORMATION 

I 
Herd Area Number of Horses Date of Inventory Projected Current No. 1 

Antelope Valley 336 2/91 484 

Cherry Creek 180 7/91 216 

Goshute 229 3/90 396 

Maverick-Medicine 507 7/91 608 

Spruce -Pequop 193 6/91 232 

Toano 28 10/89 41 

Total• 1.473 1.977 

1 The current numbers of wild horses were determined by using a 20 percent annual 
increase. Thi. percentage is a result of data obtained from wild horse gathers conducted 

~ewid°y Totals were calculated by using the number of foaling seasons from the last 
Inventory through the time this amendment Is projected to be completed In October, 
1992. 

Problems exist with the current fencing between the Currie and Spruce Allotments. Fences have 
impeded wild horse movements affecting wild -free roaming behavior. Wild horses have run into fences 
not only causing damage to the fence, but also injury or death to themselves. 
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The horses on unfenced private lands within the checkerboard land pattern areas, are using private 
forage and water. The waters are also being trampled and water quality degraded by mud and fecal 
matter. 

The ridge line in the Cherry Creek Mountains essentially divides the current Cherry Creek Herd Area. 
Horses that summer on the west side of the Cherry Creek Mountains and Cottonwood Basin also 
winter in the Maverick-Medicine HMA. Horses on the east side of the Cherry Creek Mountains 
intermingle with horses from Antelope Valley HMA and also winter in this HMA. 

VEGETATION 

The availability of forage in the winter use areas is considered the most limiting factor for wild horses. 
The key species for winter use areas are white sage and Indian ricegrass (for a complete listing of 
vegetative types, please refer to pages 3-25 through 3-30 of the Draft Wells RMP). 

It is important to provide forage adequate to carry wild horses and livestock through the winter use 
period without exceeding the utilization objectives of 55 percent on key grass and shrub species. The 
55 percent utilization level is in accordance with the monitoring guidelines set forth in the Nevada 
Rangeland Monitoring Handbook. 

The current utilization objective for wild horse grazing on winter use areas, prior to the entry of 
livestock which occurs between November 1st and December 31st, has been established at an average 
of ten percent (see footnote 4 on Tables 1 and 3) of current years growth on key grass species such 
as Indian ricegrass (see Table 7). Limiting wild horse use to ten percent on key grass species, prior 
to the entry of livestock, should leave enough forage to carry wild horses and livestock through the 
winter use period and not exceed utilization objectives. Ten percent use is the midpoint of the slight 
use category and managing for this utilization level will maintain or improve vegetation condition and 
maintain a thriving natural ecological balance. Wild horse use has exceeded this utilization limit on 
winter use areas within three of the herd areas as shown in Table 7. 

TABLE 7 
WILD HORSE UTILIZATION ON WINTER USE AREAS 

PRIOR TO ENTRY BY LIVESTOCK 

Percent Utilization by 
Herd Management Area Wild Horses Prior to 

!Area data taken) Key Species Livestock Use 

Antelope Valley !Dolly Varden) Indian ricegrass "8 

Goshute (West side) Indian ricegrass 69 

Maverick-Medicine (North side) Indian ricegrass 40 

Date Utilization 
Measured 

11/7/90 

12/7/90 

10/1f,/91 

Most of the wild horses that occupy the above three herd areas concentrate their winter use in the 
portion of the herd area where excessive utilization has been recorded (see Map 2, page 6). On 
October 16, 1991, use on the north side of the Maverick-Medicine HMA was recorded at 40 percent. 
By March 3, J 992, combined use in the same area was 80 percent. Very little signs of livestock were ").. 

6 
observed in the area. ~-..>-- r ~ "-, 
Wild horse distribution needs to be improved to reduce concentration areas around water. Trampling 
and overuse of vegetation leads to death of plants resulting in bare ground. This leads to soil 
compaction and these areas do not recover easily. 
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LIVESTOCK 

The location of the grazing allotments in relation to the 1971 Wild Horse Herd Area are shown on 
Map 5, page 1 6. Grazing systems have been implemented on the Currie, West Cherry Creek, and 
North Butte Valley Allotments. Construction of the few fences to implement these systems were built 
to accommodate the normal movement patterns of wild horses (please refer to Table 2-1 on pages 2-3 
through 2-6 of the Draft Wells RMP and EIS for a listing of livestock grazing preferences (AUMs) by 
allotment). Existing livestock fences and allotment boundaries in relation to proposed wild horse herd 
management areas are shown on Map 6, page 17. 

WILDLIFE 

(Please refer to Appendix A3-1 on page A3-2 of the Draft Wells RMP and EIS for a listing of existing 
and reasonable numbers for wildlife.) 

V. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

This section outlines the environmental consequences that will result from implementation of the 
management determinations for the Proposed Plan and Alternatives as listed under heading Ill. above. 
These projections are based on available information and knowledge of the area by personnel in the 
Wells Resource Area and the Elko District. Any numbers given are approximate and are used as a basis 
to quantify impacts. The reader should not infer that they reflect exact or precise totals. 

Proposed Plan: 

1 . The development of eight water sources would provide for higher quality water and better 
distribution of water for all animals. Development of existing springs would provide better 
quality water and development of new waters would improve distribution and reduce pressure 
on vegetation around existing waters. 

The modification of the allotment boundary fence between the Currie and Spruce Allotments 
will allow for the wild-free roaming behavior of wild horses in the Antelope Valley HMA . The 
fence will be modified to a let -down fence in areas where horses have continually damaged the 
fence. This portion would be let down when livestock are not in the area not only allowing 
free movement of wild horses between the allotments, but also preventing injury to horses that 
may otherwise run into the fence. During the period of time the fence would be let down 
corresponds to wild horse movements between the allotments. 

Maintaining initial herd size would reduce competition and tendency for wild horses to move 
outside of wild horse HMAs. With increasing horse numbers, bands within the HMAs compete 
for space and forage. 

2. Removal of the checkerboard lands from areas where wild horses would be maintained and 
managed would reduce or eliminate most conflicts, sucfi as consumption of private forage and 
water, on 107,500 acres of unfenced private lands. 

3. Combining the Cherry Creek Herd Area with the Antelope Valley and Maverick-Medicine HMAs 
will more accurately reflect the actual on-the-ground occupation and movement of wild horses 
and allow for more efficient planning, monitoring, and management of wild horses . 

. 4. Establishing initial herd size will maintain a thriving natural ecological balance consistent with 
other multiple uses. 
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No Action Alternative: 

1 . Four additional waters proposed in the Proposed Plan and the Existing Numbers Alternative 
would not be developed, thus not helping provide for better distribution of horses in all herd 
areas. This will continue to create grazing pressure on vegetation near water causing reduced 
plant vigor and poor vegetative condition. The springs will continue to be trampled and water 
quality degraded by mud and fecal matter. 

Wild horse drift would continue to be limited between the Currie and Spruce Allotments, thus 
affecting the wild free-roaming nature for some horses in the Antelope HMA. 

2. Wild horses would continue to exist in the checkerboard areas and occupy the entire 1971 
herd areas. The difficulty of keeping wild horses off alternate sections of unfenced private 
lands would continue in the checkerboard areas thus allowing continued use of 107,500 acres 
of unfenced private lands. 

3. The Cherry Creek Herd Area would continue to be managed as a separate and distinct herd 
area, but would not be reflective of the actual on-the-ground occupation and movement of wild 
horses into the adjoining Antelope Valley and Maverick-Medicine HMAs. This would result in 
inefficient planning, monitoring, and management of wild horses in these three herd areas. 

4. Wild horse numbers have not been maintained to the levels identified in the Wells ROD and 
RMP as a result of recent court rulings. This has resulted in overuse of vegetation and has 
caused horses to begin moving outside of herd area boundaries because of overcrowding. 

Current Numbers Alternative: 

1. Higher quality water sources and better distribution of water would provide improved wild 
horse habitat . Development of existing springs would provide better quality water and 
development of new waters would improve distribution and reduce pressure on vegetation 
around existing waters. 

The modification of the allotment boundary fence between the Currie and Spruce Allotments 
will allow for the wild-free roaming behavior of wild horses in the Antelope Valley HMA. The 
fence will be modified to a let-down fence in areas where horses have continually damaged the 
fence. This portion would be let down when livestock are not in the area not only allowing 
free movement of wild horses between the allotments, but also preventing injury to horses that 
may otherwise run into the fence. During the period of time the fence would be let down 
corresponds to wild horse movements between the allotments. 

Removal of excess wild horses would be delayed until completion of the allotment evaluation 
procedures; therefore, wild horse numbers would increase exceeding established use levels, 
causing damage to vegetation, and resulting in not maintaining a thriving natural ecological 
balance. Use above 55 percent of ,key species by March 31 will result in reduced forage 
productior:i, reduced soil fertility, and lower the soils capacity to retain moisture. 

Although allotment evaluations have not been completed for these areas, a review of 
monitoring data indicates that the current horse numbers are in excess of what would be an 
optimal number. Therefore, retaining current numbers and monitoring would not maintain a 
thriving natural ecological balance. There would be increased pressure for wild horses to move 
outside HMAs. 

2. Removal of the checkerboard lands from areas where wild horses would be maintained and 
managed would reduce or eliminate most conflicts, such as the consumption of private forage 
and water, on 107,500 acres of unfenced private lands. 
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3. Combining the Cherry Creek Herd Area with the Antelope Valley and Maverick-Medicine HMAs 
will more accurately reflect the actual on-the-ground occupation and movement of wild horses 
and allow for more efficient planning, monitoring, and management of wild horses. 

VI. COORDINATION, CONSISTENCY, AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

The determination to complete the Wells RMP Wild Horse Amendment was made in December, 1991. 
A "Notice of Intent" was published in the Federal Register on January 27, 1992. This notice also 
included a scoping period during which the public was requested to assist the BLM in identifying 
planning issues, planning criteria, and identifying alternatives they wish to be analyzed in the 
amendment. A letter to all interest groups, individuals, and agencies was sent on February 6, 1992 . 
A news release was prepared and sent to all newspapers in northern Nevada. Fifteen people submitted 
written or verbal comments during scoping. These comments were used to help the BLM prepare the 
draft plan amendment. 

The Wells RMP Draft Wild Horse Amendment and EA was made available for a 30 day public review 
period in early June, 1992. A "Notice of Availability" of the draft document was published in the 
Federal Register on June 9, 1992. It was mailed to all individuals, agencies, and groups who 
expressed an interest in this planning process (see list below). A news release was also prepared and 
sent to all newspapers in northern Nevada indicating the availability of the draft document and asking 
for public review and comment. The public comment period for the draft ended on July 1 5, 1992 . 

Agencies. Organizations. and Persons to Whom the Draft and Proposed Amendments were sent: 

Congressional Delegation 

US Senator Richard Bryan 
US Senator Harry Reid 
US Congressman James Bilbray 
US Congressman Barbara Vucanovich 

Federal Agencies 

US Fish and Wildlife Service 

State Agencies 

Nevada State Department of Agriculture 
Department of Conservation and 

Natural Resources 
Division of State Lands 
Nevada State Clearinghouse 
Nevada Department of Wildlife 

Native American Councils 

ToMoak Band Western Shoshone 
(Lee, NV) 

Local Government 

Elko County Commissioners 
Elko County Planning Commission 
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Other Organizations 

Alliance for Animals 
American Bashkir Curley Register 
American Horse Protection Association 
American Humane Association 
American Mustang and Burro 

Association 
American Mustang Association, Inc 
Animal Protection Institute of America 
Barbara Eustis-Cross L.I.F.E. Foundation 
Commission for the Preservation of 

Wild Horses and Burros 
Fund for Animals 
H&R Livestock 
Holtz, Inc. 
Humane Society of Southern Nevada 
International Society for the Protection 

of Wild Horses and Burros 
(Reno, NV) 

International Society for the Protection 
of Wild Horses and Burros 
(Scottsdale, AZ) 

L.W. Peterson, Inc. 
Lincoln Land and Livestock 
National Mustang Association, Inc. 
National Wild Horse Association 
Nevada Cattlemen's Association 
Nevada Farm Bureau Federation 



Nevada Federation of Animal Protection 
Organizations 

Nevada Humane Society 
Nevada Land Action Association 
Nevada Land and Cattle Co. 
Nevada Outdoor Recreation Association 
Nevada Stockman 
Save the Mustangs 
Sierra Club (Reno, NV) 
The Nature Conservancy 
The Nevada Rancher 
Thousand Peaks Ranches, Inc. 
United States Humane Society 
United States Wild Horse and Burro 

Foundation 
Western American Society Animal 

Science 
Wild Horse Organized Assistance 

Individuals 

Deborah Allard 
Susie Askeu 
Earl Bingham Family 
Demar Dahl 
William G. and Elizabeth A. Dickinson 
Craig C. Downer 
Steve Fulstone 
Clifton P. and Bertha Gardner 
Dave Hornbeck 
Blair Johns 
Ken Jones 
Charles R. Kippen and Sons 
Erin Lear 
Louise Lear et.al. 
Walt Leberski 

Written Comments Received on the Draft Plan 

Donald Molde, Dr. 
Roberta Munger 
Bert Paris and Sons 
Mike Pontrelli 
Dean Rhoads 
C. Jean Richards 
Metta B. Richens 
Edgar B. Robinson, Jr. 
Reed B. Robinson 
Deloyd Satterhwaite 
Alan Sharp 
Cindra Smith 
Loyd Sorenson 
Von L. and Marian Sorenson 
Stowell Brothers 
Harry Wilson 
Charles M. and John H. Young 

Public Libraries 

Elko County Library 
Wells Library 
West Wendover Branch Library 

BLM Offices 

Elko District Office 
3900 East Idaho Street 
P.O. Box 831 
Elko, Nevada 89801 

Nevada State Office 
P.O. Box 12000 
850 Harvard Way 
Reno, Nevada 89520 

Three comment letters were received during the 30 day public review period of the draft document. 
Each letter was reviewed and all substantive comments which questioned facts or analysis or 
commented on issues discussed in the Draft Plan Amendment have been evaluated and responded to 
in this document (see Appendix A). 
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VII. LIST OF PREPARERS 

This amendment was prepared by an interdisciplinary team of resource specialists from the Wells 
Resource Area, Elko District (see Table 8). 

TABLE 8 
LIST OF PREPARERS 

NAME TITLE DISTRICT 

Bruce Portwood District Wild Horse Specialist Elko District 

Karl Scheetz Supervisory Range Conservationist Elko District 

Leticia Gallegos Range Conservationist Elko District 

VIII. FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

I have reviewed the Wells RMP Proposed Wild Horse Amendment and Environmental Assessment. 
Based on the analysis of potential environmental impacts contained in this document, I have 
determined that the impacts are not expected to be significant and an environmental impact statement 
is not required . 
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APPENDIX A 

COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES TO ISSUES RAISED 

On the following pages are copies of comment letters received on the Draft Amendment followed by responses 
to their issues. Each issue addressed in the comment letter has been given a number in the left margin. The 
response to each issue,. with a corresponding number, follows each comment letter . 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER NO. 1 

1-1 The purpose of the Wild Horse Amendment to the Wells Resource Management Plan is to 
establish herd management areas (HMA) and initial management levels for wild horses. It is 
proposed to continue to manage wild horses in four HMAs involving 1,138,800 acres of 
public lands. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 2 

Input: Wells RMP, Draft Wild Horse Amend. & E,A. 
July 2, 1992 

RECt!','[Q 
B1JR£AU OF LAIJO MANJGfMEllT 

ELKO il)ST~tU.tElt;Clr'!anager 
Bureau of Land Management, P,O, Box 831 

JUL -b ~~;;:lll'ffVA':~ 89801 
Attent'lon:''Oistrict Wild Horse Specialist 

2-1 

2-2 

2-3 

Dear Sirs: 
I just finished reading your "Wells Resource Management 

Plan, Draft Wild Horse Amendment and Environmental 
Assessment" and thank you for sending it to me. While I 
commend your efforts to provide for the wild horses, I am not 
satisfied w1th the decision you are announcing here. 
Although still not content, of the three alternatives 
presented, Alternative 3 · seems the best. I object to the 
reduction of herd area size by elimination of checkerboard 
herds. I know that your regulation or policy states that you 
must do this at the request of any private landowner, but 
this is a serious flaw and shows that the BLM is not willing 
to "go to bat" for the wild horses. After all, these same 
adjacent private land owners are themselves utilizing the 
public lands for their grazing of livestock, It is only 
proportionate or fair then that they accomodate the wild 
horses in the area. There is leverage here to gain much 
needed respect for the wild horses if only the government 
officials would employ it. I thus object ot the removal of 
horses from the Teano Herd Area and portions of the Goshute 
and Spruce-Pequop Herd Areas until you have negotiated for 
their retention. If any private landowner can cause the 
entire removal of a herd of wild equines, I see the distinct 
possibility for the eventual demise of the wild horses. 
Those that remain will be no longer truly wild, but prisoners 
in artificially controlled pastures. 

I commend you on the development of water sources and 
recommend that other habitat requirements be ensured: forage, 
shelter, mineral, area, etc., in order to meet the needs of 
a viable herd population. I would say that 500 breeding 
adults or about 750 total herd size would be required to 
avoid overbreeding and allow survival of the herd in the 
long-term- I recommend a variety of topographic situations 
for each herd area, including both valleys and mountains, 
wherever possible. Thus the horses can descent in the cold 
winter and ascend during the summer, rotating their grazing 
pressure as they do. This also relates to their avoiding 
becoming the brunt of fierce blizzards during the winter of 
becoming victims of intense heat and sun during the long 
summers. It is more truly what is meant by "maintaining 
thriving, free-roaming wild horse populations". 

On page 14, I an very doubtful of the 20% rate of 
increase for the wild horse populations. If the horses are 
reproducing near their biological maximura, this would 
indicate that there is a vacant niche for them which they are 
naturally trying to fill on the public range. At least they 
should be allowed to bring their herd sizes up to minimally 
viable populations. 

On page 19, under Alternative 3: Current Numbers, I 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 2 (Continued) 

2-4 

2-5 

2-6 

Input: Wells RMP, Draft Wild Horse Amend. & E,A, 
July 2, 1992 

commend the modification of the fence in order to allow for 
the wild, free-roaming behavior of the wild horses in the 
Antelope Valley HMA, This would ensure the completion of the 
wild horse's migration patterns which represent their 
attempts to balance forage consumption over time and allow 
the regeneration of grazing areas according to instinctive, 
age-old patterns. This also related to the their obtaining 
an adequate and balanced diet. 

On page 20, I am not satisfied with the arguments 
concerning,grazing pressure of the wild horses as reasons for 
rejecting Alternative 3. This seems arbitrary and self 
justifying. Instead the BLM should display more 
forthrightness in arguing for decent herd sizes and the 
habitat requirements that go with them! BLM, meaning its 
public employees, must not be too willing or eager to concede 
to public lands' exploiters when deciding how many wild 
horses will remain, how large an area they shall occupy, etc. 

Though of the three alternatives I favor #3, I still 
object to its plan to eliminate wild horses on checkerboard 
lands, for reasons given above, and to the combining of the 
Cherry Creek Herd Area with the Antelope Valley and Maverick­
Medicine HMA's. The reasons given sound OK, but combining the 
three would weaken the wild horse's political presence, tend­
ing to further whittle down the populations in the long run. 

Finally, I second the motion to continue careful 
monitoring of range condition, but insist that actual impact 
of the wild horses be distinguished from that of other 
herbivores : cattle, sheep, and other wild animals. Too often 
there is a tendency to lump these grazing pres~ures. Since 
no one is directly profiting from the wild horse -- except in 
spirit or in ecological ways that are not commonly thought of 
-- the wild horse too often becomes the scapegoat for vested 
interests. Consequently, it is the duty of government 
emp l oyees to uphold the full intent of the law and not cave 
in to vested interests , who become remarkably blind to the 
natural values when short - term pro f it or advantage is to be 
had. BLM's pre-1988 manuals i ndicate how to distinguish 
among the different species as to grazing pressure, and I 
recommend that you emp l oy them. Also consider the entire 
picture of the public lands, so tha t the wild horses are not 
overly magnified wherever they occur. In fact they are only 
a small portion of the public lands grazing pressure, i.e. 
less than one percen t . Pl ease don 't begrudge them even this, 
Personally I think they deserve at least ten percent. 

- - It ' s great being able to aga i n comment on your plans 
for the wi ld horses: and don 't think that I fail to 
appreciate your work and care f u l consideration of the public 
i nterest. Hoping t o learn of your enlightened decision and 
to visit the herds soon, I am, 

-) 
Respectfully yours, U ; 

- - - ·craig f. 
P.O. Box Nevada 89423 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER NO. 2 

2-1 The Wild Horse and Burro Act, P.L. 92-195, as amended, states that wild horses will be 
removed from private lands when requested by the owner (see Sec. 4 of the Act) . This 
Amendment will provide for the establishment of wild horse herd management areas (HMA), 
eliminate wild horse conflicts on private lands, and provide for improved management of wild 
horses in the Wells Resource Area. 

2-2 By law, populations of wild horses must be managed for a thriving ecological balance. This 
takes into consideration use by other grazing animals. This amendment outlines the initial 
wild horse herd size by herd management area to meet an ecological balance. Monitoring and 
allotment evaluations will determine any long-term adjustments in numbers. All four herd 
management areas contain a variety of topographic features to allow for year round wild 
horse habitat. 

2-3 The 20 percent annual increase is based on data obtained from wild horse gathers conducted 
statewide (see Table 3, footnote 2 on page 11 and Table 6, footnote 1 on page 14 of the 
Draft Amendment). Allowing wild horse populations to increase would be detrimental to the 
vegetation resource and would not maintain a thriving ecological balance for all animals. 

2-4 The discussion on page 20 of the Draft amendment is part of the environmental 
consequences if Alternative 3 is implemented. It is based on established utilization limits to 
protect vegetation developed through range management research and the Nevada Task Force 
Monitoring Handbook. 

2-5 See response 2-1 for a discussion of the removal of wild horses from checkerboard lands. 

HMAs were combined to assist with management of wild horse herd areas and to more 
accurately represent wild horse movements and year-long habitat requirements as was 
discussed on page 19 and 20 of the Draft Amendment. 

2-6 Monitoring of range condition in Nevada is conducted in accordance with the Nevada Task 
Force Monitoring Handbook. 
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COMMENT LETTER NO. 3 

3-1 
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HANNA, GASPAB & OSBORNE 

IIU■■ ICI.I. J. OASPAII 
IIAY L. HANNA 
WOOOI.ICY ■• 0llllOIINIC 

NOIIRIS H. OICUTSC:H 
NAIIK II. OYC:10 

Bruce Portwood 

2SISO M STaHT, N. W. 

W.a.sBINOTow,D. G.20037 
(202) 296-7666 

July 15, 1992 

Elko District Wild Horse Specialist 
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 831 
3900 East Idaho Street 
Elko, Nevada 89801 

,.RANl\,.UIIT, OICIINANY o.-nc:ic 
£0WAAO J, ■ ICI.LCN OP' C:OUN■ICI. 

AM SAl.%HAU■ 4 

0 ■000 ,-AANKP'UIIT AN MAIN I 

WCST 0£11-NY 

(■ll)illllll471'♦-

re: Wells RMP Wild Horse Amendment 

Dear Mr. Portwood: 

I am writing on behalf of the American Horse Protection 
Association, Inc., to comment on the draft wild horse 
amendment/environmental assessment to the Wells Resource 
Management Plan. 

AHPA certainly approves of the Bureau's decision to amend 
the RMP to insure that wild horse herd management areas are 
included in the Wells RMP. It also approves of BI.M's intention 
to develop water sources to improve wild horse distribution in 
the HMAs. However, the Association has a number of questions and 
comments concerning the proposed action, especially the decision 
to reduce horse numbers by approximately 50 percent. They are as 
follows. 

1. There is almost no information in the draft amendment 
which explains the current condition of vegetation in each of the 
HMAs, its trend, . total AUM production and potential, the number 
of livestock using the HMAs (both historically and currently), 
and the seasons of livestock use. It is apparent that the 
reduction of wild horse numbers proposed in Alternativ e 2 is 
based in large part on anticipated competition between livestock 
and wild horses, especially during the winter. Nor is there any 
specific information about what portion of the horse populations 
depend on the winter use areas. Without this information it is 
extremely difficult to understand the factual basis for the 
Bureau's proposal and to comment in a meaningful way. Nor does 
it appear that there is any reason to reduce the size of the wild 
horse herds significantly. 
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Bruce Portwood 
District Wild Horse Specialist 
July 15, 1992 
Page 2 

2. It is also difficult for AHPA to understand the 
significance of the data presented in Table 7, regarding wild 
horse utilization on winter use areas. How was this utilization 
determined? How many study plots were examined, and on what 
portions of the winter use areas? How did BLM ascertain that 
this utilization was by wild horses alone? Without this 
information, it is · impossible .to co:iclude i! tho data reported -is · 
representative of all of the winter use areas. 

J. How, and why, did BLM determine that a 10 percent 
utilization by wild horses on the winter use area, prior to the 
entry of livestock, was appropriate? What proportion of the 
remaining use (45%) during the winter is attributable to 
livestock? 

4. AHPA disagrees with the Bureau's use of a 20% net rate 
of increase in herd size, both because it is grossly excessive on 
a year-in, year-out basis, and because it may not be at all 
typical of the actual recruitment rate in each of the individual 
HMAs. FUrthermore, even using the 20% rate, Table 6 overstates 
the projected current population of Antelope Valley by at least 
40 animals. 

5. It is not clear from the draft that requests to remove 
wild horses from private lands relate to all three HMAs in which 
checkerboard lands appear, or for the entire checkerboard area in 
those HMAs. The draft should specify where requests have been 
made; if they do not cover all of the checkerboard areas, the 
draft should explain why the proposed action is appropriate. 

More generally, AHPA disagrees with the Bureau's contention 
that when a documented 1971 HMA involves some private land, the 
"most reasonable" way to address wild horse use of private lands 
is to remove the horses. If horses were using private lands in 
1971 as part of their historic ranges, the Wild Horse Act seems 
to protect them there. 

6. How many AUMs do the checkerboard lands in the HMAs 
produce? Will livestock numbers on the public lands in these 
areas be permitted to increase after the horses are removed? If 
so, by how many, and during what seasons of use? 

7. The proposed fence in the Spruce-Pequop HMA appears to 
be located two miles south of the closest private land, and four 
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miles south of most of the private land. Why isn't it located 
close to the private land boundary, as it is in the Goshute HMA? 

a. AHPA cannot comment regarding the proposal to combine 
the Cherry creek HMA with the Antelope Valley and Maverick­
Medicine HMAs because the draft does not contain adequate 
information. The Association-does recognize that the rationale 
for this decision is to •more accurately reflect the actual on­
the-ground occupation and movemen of wild horses.• However, the 
draft contains no information describing wild horse use and 
movement patterns, and it is difficult to determine from Map 6 
whether natural or artificial boundaries play a significant part 
in the decision. 

Furthermore, AHPA does not understand why 25 percent of the 
Cherry Creek herd population has been incorporated in the 
Antelope Valley HMA (Table 2, note 3) when 44 percent of the 
total herd area will be combined with Antelope Valley (page 7, 
management determination 2). Does the majority of the herd have 
its home ranges in the we te rn portion of the Cherry creek HMA, 
closer to Maverick Medici ne:· If so, how was this determined? 
How does it relate to the herd sizes established by the proposed 
action? 

Because the Association has so many fundamental questions 
regarding the rationale for the preferred alternative which are 
not answered in the draft/EA, AHPA must oppose the draft. The 
Association asks that the draft be amended to provide the 
information it has requested above, and recirculated so that AHPA 
and other interested parties can have an effective opportunity to 
comment. 

Thank you for your courtesy and assistance. 

\ 

Rus~ell J. Ga 
Attorney fo erican Horse 

Protection Association, Inc. 

cc: Robin C. Lohnes 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER NO. 3 

3-1 The Draft Amendment document is the first step in the amendment process to the original 
Wells Resource Management Plan (RMP) and as such does not repeat the volume of 
information from the original document. Most of the information asked for is found in the 
original RMP, 

3-2 

LJ 
D 

3-4 

3-5 

3-6 

The information concerning winter use and use by wild horses prior to livestock entry may 
be found on page 15 and Table 7 of the Draft Amendment. Table 7 indicates use by wild 
horses prior to entry by livestock. This use is at or exceeds what should be the total use 
for the winter season by all classes of grazing animals. 

Utilization was measured at key areas located within the winter use areas. In addition, 
use pattern maps were made of each winter use area. Since no livestock were authorized 
or observed in the areas prior to when utilization was measured, all use was determined 
to be by wild horses. 

When use prior to livestock entry did not exceed 1 0 percent, the total use by all animals 
did not exceed 55 percent at the end of the grazing season. As use by wild horses has 
increased prior to Jivestock entry, the total combined use has exceeded the 55 percent 
level (55 percent utilization by the end of the grazing season has been determined to be 
the proper use level for key forage plants of these areas). At the present time, wild horse 
use prior to livestock entry is at or exceeds the 1 0 percent level. 

The 20 percent annual increase is based on data obtained from wild horse gathers 
conducted statewide (see Table 3, footnote 2 on page 11 and Table 6, footnote 1 on 
page 14 of the Draft Amendment). In Table 6, the projected current number of wild 
horses for Antelope Valley HMA is corrected to 484 and the projected current number for 
Goshute HMA is corrected to 396 wild horses. 

Requests to remove horses from private lands have been received for the Spruce-Pequop 
and Goshute HMAs. No requests have been received for the Toano HMA, however with 
the amount of private land involved and as horse numbers increase, conflicts may arise. 
This amendment makes the determination that wild horses will not be managed in the 
checkerboard areas and will allow for their removal from these areas to resolve current 
conflicts with private lands and to prevent future conflicts. The Wild Horse and Burro 
Act, PL 92-195, as amended, protects wild horses on public land but does not protect 
them on private land (see Sec. 4 of the Act). 

Animal unit months (AUMs) produced in the checkerboard areas of the Spruce-Pequop 
Herd Area is approximately 4,500 AUMs, the Goshute Herd Area is approximately 950 
AUMs, and the Toano Herd Area is approximately 2,100 AUMs. Adjustment in livestock 
numbers in the Wells Resource Area will be through allotment monitoring and evaluations. 
The current season of use by livestock in the Goshute checkerboard area is winter; the 
Spruce-Pequop checkerboard area is spring/summer; and the Toano checkerboard area is 
winter. 

3-7 The fence in question is a proposed allotment boundary fence for the management of 
livestock and will also serve to effectively keep wild horses from drifting from the south 
end of the Spruce-Pequop Herd Area to the north end (checkerboard area). There is very 
little advantage to building another fence two miles north of this proposed fence to 
prevent drift into the checkerboard area. 
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RESPONSE TO LETTER NO. 3 (Continued) 

3-8 The rationale for combining herd areas is found on page 14 of the Draft Amendment. 

3-9 The 25 percent refers to the wild horse population (numbers) and the 44 percent 
refers to area (acres). Existing monitoring has determined the initial herd size in the 
Preferred Alternative accommodates for the combining of these herd management 
areas. The majority of horses from the Cherry Creek herd area summers on the west 
side of the Cherry Creek mountains and winter in the Maverick/Medicine Herd 
Management Area. 

3-10 In responding to issues you raised as well as those raised by other members of the 
public, it was determined that no significant changes were necessary to be made with 
the Draft Amendment. Therefore, the Draft Amendment will not be re-issued for 
further review and comment. Comments received on the draft has been used to 
prepare the Proposed Wells RMP Wild Horse Amendment and Environmental 
Assessment. 
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